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*SWRL Kindergarten Program
The SWRL Kindergarten Program vas developed by the

\\‘\

" Southwest Regional Laboratory for Educational Research and

Development (SWRL), a federally funded facility located in Inglqwobd,a

_California. In Birminghanm, intereSt’in the SWRL program was

stimulated and developed during the Fall of 1971, It wvas felt that
this program -would provide the children with an opportunity to te
exposed to an early reading program. The components of the SWRL
Program consisted of the Instructional Concepts Program (ICP) which

. was intended to introduce the children to concepts of shape, size,

color, amounts, poisitions, and compakisons. Upon coampletion of the
ICP, the Beginning-Reading Program (BRP) was initiated. The goals of
this program were to teach the children word recognition and the —

vocabulary of the program design.
" developed to aid ttke children in maintaining or improving their
cquired’ skills. (Author/DEP) ) )

/Some support systems vere also
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THE SWRL KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM

INTRODUCT ION
The SWRL Kindergarten Program was developed by the Southwest Regional Laboratory
for Educational Research and Development (SWRL) a federally funded facility
located in Ingléwood, California,' The materials and procedures were developed
through carefully sequenced studies and extensive field tryouts involving more
thaq 100,000 children over a period of four years. . ///

*

-

‘Each of the Kindergarten Program compenents underwent continuous seqdéntial'
evaluation which resulted in modification of the program on the basis of pupil
performance data and teacher reactions. When the prograr had been refined
to the point where it was ready for widespread dissemination, federal funds
‘were made available under Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Educétio?
Act, o o -
. ‘ . N )
In Zirmingham, interest in the SWRL Kindergarten Program was stimulated and
deve loped during the .fall of 1971. It was felt this program held promiseto-
- meet a need of many of our children, viz to provide an opportunity for -them
to be exposed ‘to an early reading program. Initial orientation of Elementary
. Principals regarding the features of the program was arranged through the
office of the Director of .Jlementary Education, In turn, interest was gener-
ated among the Kindergarten Teachers. in the district. With the assurance that
sufficient support was apparent among teachers and principals, and with the
approval of the Board of Education, a federal grant was requested and approved
through the Michigan Department of Education, i

The principal and a kindergarten teacher in eight of our schools agreed to’
participate in the program. It was subsequent ly -implemented at Bingham Farms,

Bloomfield Village, Evergreen, Franklin, Pembroke; Quarton, Torry and Walnut— —- -
- Lake in September, 1972.- We would like to express appreciation to Dr. Velma

Ruhly, Principal of Franklin Elementary School, for her help in coordinating

this program. '

COMPONENTS OF THE SWRL PROGRAM
. . ;
The Instructional Concepts Program /
, : (1)
This component consists of 96 concepts pertaining to colors, sizes, -
shapes, amounts, positions and comparisonsi This component is intro-
duced during the first month of school and rums for about 12 weeks.
Successful participation in this sequence enables each child to utilize

(1) See Appéndix A




e

' SUPPORT SYSTEMS

the 96 concept terms. These concepts are considered basic to later success
in academic programs. Many Birmingham children enter school with prior
understanding of many of these concepts, ' This part of the program, there-
fore, may be offered on a partial or complete basis or omitted deoending
on the needs of the children in each individual school.

The Beginning Reading Program

-
<

Known originally as the First Year Communication Skills Program, this
component has been renamed the Beginning Reading Program (BRP), The

goals ‘of the program are.well defined (2), At the end of the 30 week
sequence children should bhe able to: -

1. Read the 100 words taught directly in the program,
;2. Sound out and read new words composed 5f word elements
" taught in the‘program,-
3. Demonstrate comprehension of the material read,
_ + ) \,,J ’ N
Instructional materials include individual story books that the children
may keep and take home, flash cards, games, comprehension sheets, criterion

+  exercises, and practice exercises., The pgggram’is organized into 10 units
each requiring about 3 wéeks to complete, assuning an instructlonal period
of about 25 minutes per day. .

The Tutorial Program

Upper grade pupils, aides or other non-prafessionals are trained to “use
specially prepared materials and procedures to tutor kindergarten pupils.
The Tutorial Program.supplements regular classroom instruction by provid-
ing ‘additional practice for those children who have not yet attained -

T T program outcomes, - ) N

3

The Parent~Assisted Learning Program (EA_) -

PAL supplements regular classroom instruction of BRP students throﬁgh i the
cooperation and structured assistance -of each child's parents., Parents
are trained.to use instructional exercises and learning games that
provide practice in specific reading skills being developed by the
teacher.in the classroom.

(2) Append}x B




The Summer Reading Program

_ A ten week parent-guided summer program following the kindergarten year
* is optional and is designed to help the children maintain and improve the’

t: teading skills acquired in kindergarten,

~
-

- __ TEACHER INSERVICE s

Teachers in the program received two half-days of inservice prior to implementa-
tion of the program and two shorter sessions during the course of the kirder-
garten year. This training was provided by the Program Coordinator, Dr. Velma
Ruhly who had been given prior inservice, - ’ |

[}

- 1

s
& ~

- PARENT ORIENTATION

In order to gain the support of parents and to enlist their cooperation in -
participating with their children in the program, an orientation meeting was
- _ conducted in most schools,. Parents were invited in and given an explanation of
- - what the program was designed to do. Printed materials, designed to provi@é'
“information about the program, were distiipuged and ‘discussed. - oo
-« M - _/‘ R . - N

Y

\_//7 ) . .
.PROGRAM PROCEDURES~AND EVALUATION ACTIVITIES ' ”
Each child enrolled in the program was given an entry survey test, This test

. was intended to determine the eniry level of the children with regard to the
goals of the program, With 28 being the highest possible score, school means’
range from 13.5 to.15,8 with ‘a district mean of 15.1 (see Table I). - - .

The ;ﬁstructional Concepts Program was intrcduced in September or October and -

completed in December or January. An end-of-program ICP Test was-given and.

the—results-sentwtouthe-Regional_Lahr_JTable“I_shows_that_QntﬁQE_a possible

score of 30 the means ranged from 27.1 to 29.4 with a district mean of 2840, -

. About three weeks after the ICP began, children were introduced to the Begin-
e ning Reading Program, These two prigrams ran simultaneously for a few weeks
. until the ICP was comple ted, The BRE then continued to the end of. the - school’
" year, -At that time an end-of-program test was given to all students who had
- completed all or most of ‘the program, These results were also sent to the
‘Regional Lab for analysis(3), Table I shows results of the four subtests,

The_highest possible score on the sight word subtest was i8, The school means
ranged from 13,3 to 17.8 with . a district mean of 14.7. -

(3)" Appendix C

[ AP
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SWRL KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM

TABLE I )
£
Y  SUMMARY OF EVALUATIVE MEASURES

Entry Survey »JCP 'Sight Words. WOrd.Element Letter Names ,S;ahtences

S : (0--28) (0--30) (0--18) (0--9) (0--6) (0--10)
- _SCHOOL - - Mean Mean Mean Mean. Mean . Mean
CSWRL A 13.5 271 | " 15.0 7.7 5.7, -6.0
SWRL B, 13.9 28.0 16.0 8.4 5.8 .. - ‘8.8
%7SWRL‘ c 15.1 27.8 13.8 . . 7.3 5.7 A
SWRL D 15.3 274 . | 15.8 B 5.7 8.1
CSWRL E 15.4 29.4 16.9 8.8 .| 5.7 9.0
SRL 15.5 28.3 17,4 8.7 . | 5.6 9.1
SWRL G 15.7 27.9 13.3 . 6.2 5.8 | 3.8
CSWRL H 15.8 27.4 17.8 8.9 5.9 " 9.9

" SWRL 7 ]

" A1l Schools 15.1 28,0 14,7 8.0 5.7 7.8
théntgél I 9.1 5.4 5.2 4

- Control J o 10.4 6.2 5.7 9
| Control K 11.1 5.1 5.0 1.3
Cantr-ol ’
“All Schools 10.2 5.6 5.3 .9
lym
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Fo{/&ora elements the highest possible score -0
6.2 to 8.9 with a district mean of 8.0. The highest possib core for Letter
Names was 6.0, School-means ranged from 5.6 to 5.9, district mea 7.

Sentence understanding had a possible high score of 10.0. Means range

3.8 (an isolated low) 'to 9.9 with a district mean-of 7.8 -

e v e e

e means ranged - from

 The Beginning Reading Program being the component considered most challenging
and with the greatest potential for Birmingham children, the decision was made
to compare achievement of SWRL children with children who had not been in the
program, A random sample df three non-SWRL- schools was selected. The BRE . _

- end-of-program test was administered to those three control classes. Table I

" summarizes these results, There were no significant differénces between this
control group and the SWRL children on. the letter naming subtest. - However, on ‘the
other three Subtests, viz., sight words, word elements and sentence understand-
ing, the SWRL children performed significantly better. The difference in’ ‘
sentence understanding was especially dramatic. . “

L - -

_No comparison was_attempted wiﬁh;the ICP .due to the beliéf that kindergartén
teachers do an effective job of teaching these concepts using other methods.

- . 1in addition to test -results of children at the end of the first -year, it was
determined we should have opinions of teachers, principals, and parents of

( -children who participated-in the program. Therefore, these groups. were

- * surveyed. .. / e . 4 T

~ 4

/

() - -

Parent Survey Results

In late May of 1973, an opinionnaire was sent to each of the 217 parents
who had children in the program, One hundred forty nine (149) were
- returned (68.7%). District results may be found in Appendix D, A summary
P of some of the more important questions should be of interest and helpful
in assessing the value of-the program. :

Ninety-three petcent of thé parents indicated théir children enjoyed
participation in the program much or very much; 1.4% indicated their
children enjoyed participation very little or not at all. Ninety percent
said they believed the objectives of the ICP had been accomplished very
well. Combining moderatély well with very well the percent was 1007.,

For the Beginning Reading Program the results were 78.3% and 98.6% .
respectively whereas 1,47 thought objectiVes of the program were not being
accomplished with their cl;ildren'. . ' '

Cdmpare&'w4th other'kindergarten programs parents were familiar with, 85.6%
rated the SWRL Program as superior, Parents: indicated the program stimulated
. and challenged their child (81.9%) whereas 2.7% said they felt the program

. had unduly pressured their child. e

(&) Appendix D ‘ R /

-
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" Of the parents who participated in the PAL Program, 81.3% said it was
effective, Seventy five percent said they felt their child was very
well prepared. for the second year of school and 22.9% indicated adequate
preparation; only 2.1% felt their child was poorly prepared. Parents
said their children were reading other materials at home (79.6%). Almost
97% iridicated the program should be continued or expanded, while 3%
thought “it should be eliminated. . S

R ,"; — - — - , -— . .
These ve.ults suggest quite clearly that parents whose children participated
in the program were very favorably impressed and desired that it should

be continued,

(5)

Teacher Survey Résults

I ' .

_In March the teachérs were surveyed to determine if they would want to
contiaue the program for another year. Eight teachers. started the pro-.
gram in September and a ninth was added in the spring. "Some quesqibns,v

~ therefore, had.8 respondents and some 9. Participation in the ICP-was
satisfying to all the teachers. Seven expressed satisfaction with the/BRP,

-‘one was dissatisfied and one found it "so-so". All teachers ipdicatea/
children enjoyed participation in both ICP and BRP, )

With regard ro the time required to teach the ICP, four thogght it was just
right and four felt it was excessive. Six teachers felt the instructional
time was just right for the BRP, two indicated it was excessive. In terms
of being ready for the next school year, four .teachers thought their
children here.better prepared and four thought the preparation was about
the same. - ! '

Objectives of the ICP were assessed to have b#en~-accomplished very well

by <even of the eight teachers and moderately well by one. Fpr the BRP, .

six indicated objectives had been accomplished very well and ‘three moder- .
tely_wellw__SeﬁengteachersAWho-used_themPAL_Rroggamméaid_it_nasmhelpfulLfn\

The four teachers who used the Tutor Program founi it to be helpful. .
Recordkeeping was considered time-consuming but necessary by 7 of the
teachers; one found it unnecessarily time-consuming, Seven of the teachers

- indicated the SWRL Program did not conflict with their philosophy of
kindergarten instructioﬁ) two teachers indicated there was some conflict.

., Seven teachers felt the inservice they received was adequate to very
adequate; one felt it was inadequate. Eight *zachers expressed a desire
to continue to participate in the SWRL Program, One chose not to o
continue. Six teachers said the program should be continued and expanded;
no one suggested it be eliminated. ) ’

(5) Appendix E

%
P e




- The large majority of teach@rs who participated in the program were sgtis—

fied with and supportive of the program, They wished to continue in 1t.

and they recommended to Curticulum Council that the program be made avail-
(Sea Curriculum Council |,

_able to other schools on an qptional basis.
Minutes April 10, 1973).

\ \

. S~ 5 . -
S __-Administrator §ﬁrvey;Resu1ts(6) ,,+4?§\ . o L
Principals of the eight schools were surveyed in March at the same time as -
' _ _teachers. -Six principaiS"agreed\wifh"teéthéré that the program stimulated -
and challenged the childfen,—one\saw no@notic@able difference and one saw ~
Seven said that-childrens enjoyed participating in the
. Six indicated®the objectives of ICP had been
) accomplished very well and one moderately’well. BRP ‘ob jectives had been
; accomplished very well according to five principals and two asseéssed
S S accomplishments as. moderately well{\ Five judged the SWRL Program as
superior to other kindergarten programs qhile one said it was about the
same and one appraised it as inferior. g 3 ’

’ undue pressure.
: program much or very much,

| i
supportive and that kindergarten teachers

f

i

!

.

1

i

! - Al11 principals said parents were

! were positive, - The program was judged not to be in -conflict with their \
one saw some conflict, Five R

philosophy by six of the prin ipals, S
d hued and four said it should be expanded.

f o -suggested the program be ccnt
Co " No ‘one opted for eliminating he ‘program, - ) )

!

.] . - \' x . » |

//szL CHILDREN ONE YEAR LATER - : &
ger range outcomes of the SWRL

Dr. Michael LaBay, Director

In ordér to more completely assess the lon
His report is in- -

/ Program, a longitudinal study was conducted.
rtion of the study.

/. of Evaluation, assisted with this po
/ . cluded here, :
/ : ’
- INTRODUCTTION
“On April: 13, 1973 the Department of Curriculum asked that the Department of
c he effects of the district's SWRL Read-

. _ Evaluatjon assist them in evaluating t
ing Program Pn reading achievement.
elines, and evaluation methods are on

This report is part of a larger evalia-

staff, and student attitudes as

A description of program components, guid
t of academic progress using

file with the Department of Curriculum.
tion effort involving assessments of parents,
well as diagnosis, prescription, and asscssmen

pupil performance objectives.

’ (6) Appendix F - , .




_ PURPCSE OF THE REPORT - ; o )

-

_ This report presents acddemic test results and analysis in an attempt to deters
mine if SWRL studentsidiffer from non-SWRL students in reading achicvement at
the end of their . rsg year, : ! . :

1
— Bl

- “ . 1

PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY ) . ) )

A random sample of first grade pupils enrolled in the Birmingham Public Schools
“——— --as-of May-1l;-1974-was -used in the study. Pupils were selected by proportional

allocation based upon first ‘grade enrollment within each of the-distriet's- - o=

- elementary schools. An original sample of 50 SWRL and 5C control children were
drawn from student lists. Groups of pupils ranged in size from 1 (Westchester)
to 9 (Quarton). All schools except Bloomiield Village wére includ:d in the
project.

The sch§01 records of each of the 100 children selected for testing;were reviewed
to double check building location and to record academic aptitude scores obtained
on the Primary Mental Abilitiels (PMA) Test the previous year.

. _0f the 100 original pupils selpcted for study, 44 SHRL and .28 control children
: had recorded PMA total scores gnd were available for achievement testing. ' It
is assumed, therefore, that these final pupils were a random sample of all .
children within the district wﬁo were given the PMA in. 1972-73 and were enrolled

g

in their respective ggzoolg as‘§£ May 1, 1974, . . N

N AN e B ° . - N

One test coordinator a_minister%d the enfire PACER-I (Book Two) Initial Reading

* Survey to all study pupils in small groups (less than 4) from'May 14 through
. May 28, 1974/ Testing procedure%, as defined in the PACER manual, were followed

’ °  with all thj/children. \ ) .

, N - $ \ -
= RESULTS . \ - o

S Mini-Pacer analysis of test &coreéxwithout controlling for'agédemicraptitude
_ - - indicated that the SWRL and contro%’pupils attained similar scores on each of’
~ the six PACER subtests, Table ‘ summarizes these ('vAvnji;

N .

| ®
~ . 3 4

A : s . :

i
. ' o
) !

f

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S ABLE- T e

' Y
1

MINI~PACER ANALYSIS RESULTS OF SWRL AND CONTROI.PEAN PUPIL ACHIEVERENTELEVELS (PACER-fl
: . T ..

SWRL Subtest Performance SWRL Subtest Performance .

Subtést No., _1 2 3 4 5 6 1 . 2 3 4 5 6 .
Pupil Count 44 44 44 44 44 44 28 28 28 28 - 28 28
Mean 11.98 8,00 7.61 6,98 7.57 10.07 11,93 7.86 7.75 7,18 7,46 10,54
Std. Devel. 0.15 0,000 1,05 1,51 1.05 2,77 \0.37 0.44 0.83 1.49 1.40 1,82
Subtest Definitions: 1= Sight Vocabulary | 4= Inflected Endings | .

’ 2= Initial Consonant Substitution \5= Comprehension, Sentence Completion

3= Compound Words 6= Comprehension, Main Idea, Sequence

.and Detail.

Considering the proportion of pupils correctly answering all items within subtests,
Table II Indicates thgt‘significantly more SWRL childreﬂ attained perfect scores in
subtest 2 than control.. All other subtest breakdowms indicate no significant difference
between the two groups. ‘ - -
: .

- . & |

*
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© TABLE IT [T

i MINI-PACER ANALYSIS RESULTS OF SWRL AND CONTROL CRTTERION ATTAINNENT
. g ’ (CRITERTON SET AT MAXIMUM SCOLD) )
. . |

SWRL Subtest Performance ’ - SWRL Subtest Performance

— - . '

Subtest No. 1 2 3 -4 .5 6 -1 2 3 4

Pupil Count 44 44 44 44 44 - .44 28 28 28 28
Achieved | . e
Criterion ,43 44 38 27 36 23 . 27 25 25 20

Number Subtest - Compa n betwecen groups using z-test of pioportions
Sight Vocabulary No sin\igicant difference 05y
Initial Consonant Substitution Significant daifference
Compound Words', .- N6 significant difference
Infillected Endings -~ " No significaﬁt\différcnse
Com¥rehcnsion, sentence comp, No 'significant difference
Comprehension, Jarq Idea, ectc, - No significant. difference- :

‘e £
L
.

When each subtest score was gontrolled for academic -aptitude through covariance analy51s “

(PMA total raw. scores used a% covaﬁiate) results indicated/ that: - .
1, The SWRL and the control groups were not si n1£icant1y different in the1r
PMA scores.
2. The correlation between PMA scores and PACER subtest scores was nons:gnificant.
3., The two groups did not differ in achievément-on any PACER subtest when,
academic aptitude controls were enforced.

Tables 3 through 8 summarize the above findings.(z)

L JLUSIONS -

s

~ The information presented in this report iqdicatcs that children with one year
of previous experience in the SWRL Program‘at the K level did not achieve at a~
level significantly .higher than children in cther programs throughout the

_ER]

RO A ruiiext provided by R

district——aS°measurcd—by—theuPAGER—batterv.

¥

¢

The two’ sample groups selected for study were\not signifie\htly differént in
' academic aptitude, as measured by the PMA batte;i.

When each child's aptitude was considcred throug covariance analysis procedures,
the SWRL group agaim was not significantly differ&nt in PACER-wcasured reading
ability. o .\\ . .

Assuming that PACER beaitery adequately measures the ability to’read at the end

of grade one, the data of this report indicates that the district's SWRL Pro"ram
did not produce achicvement levels above those,expected in -other district prograc. -

Dr., Michael LaBay
Director of Evaluation

(7) Appendix G




’ SUMMAKY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS ’ w
. /

- . =

As one reads through this report, there are many minor and a few major con-
clusions., The more pertinent ones will be listed here: -Additional questions
. asked about the program as it was developed by the Southwest Labordtory are
// 1ncluded in Appendix .H. _
ll In theropinion of the parents, teachers, and adm’~ * stors, who. .
\ participated in the project, the objectives of « - . Instructional
,1 Concepts Program and the Beginning Reading Prcy.. . were accomplished.
, | .This opinion is suhstantiated by end-of-program test results,
2, Children who-pafticipated in the program scored significantly better .
on subtests (a) measuring-knowledge of sight words, (b) word elements,
(c) sentence meaning than did control children who did not participate.
There was no significant difference in achievement of the experimental
and control group on subtest (d) naming letters. This latter finding
suggests that non-SWRL teachers are teaching ietter recognition. This
is an outcome of the phonovisual program which is taught in many schools.

3. ‘There was no significant difference in the reading achievement of SWRL o
and non-SWRL children as determiried by the \PACER Reading Test administered 1
at the end of grade ope. This ‘finding is.difficult to explain in view N
of the substantial diPference in achievement. found at the end of the
kindergarten ‘year, "The possibility. suggests itself that first grade.
teachers are not maintaining the reading achievement lead that SWRL
pupils évidenced at the end -of their kindergarten year. Another
possibility,. “of course, is that the.program really does not, in the <
lohger term, make a lasting difference. ~ ; '

p—

4, Parents, teachers, and administrators expressed strong support for the
program and wished to see it continued

- RECOMIENDATIONS _ : N L -

1,. The SWRL Kindergarten Program should be continued as an op*ional
'~ program in the district at the’ kindergarten level.

2. All but very immature kindergarten children in a school where the
program is offered should be included in an 1nstructional group and in
the program, ) \\

3. Use of support systems i‘“r :ommended, Unhealthy pressure must be
i cdrefully avoided. -

#

=10~ °




R

4. Schools that have the program and plan to continue it are advised to
\ assess their reading program delivery syste¢i at the first grade level
to determine if there may be ways of maintaining the achievement lead
evidenced by SWRL children. at the end of their kindergarten year.

4

Dr., Frank Goetz,
Director of Curriculum

B
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* _ ICP  PROGRAM OUTCOMES CHART APPENDIX A . S
7 " -
UNIT 1 ~ COLORS AND DIRECTION . g
FOLLOWINQ SKILLS UNIT 3 — AMOUNTS
INITIAL INSTRUCTION INITIAL INSTRUCTION
1* Red, Blue 1 One, Two, Three, Four . N
2 “ellow, Black 2 Five, Six, Scven . :
3 White, Brown : 3 Eight, Nine, Teu
4 Green Purple - - / 4 All, Some, None, No
§  Orange, Pink 5 5 More, Less, Most, Least
6 Row,Numeralslto$ ASSESSMENT
7  ‘Turn, Page, Mark, Box 6 Criterion Exercisc -~ Unit 3 . - .-
ASSESSMENT SECOND INSTRUCTION , toor
8 Criterion Exescise - Unit 1 7 Practice Exercise A - Unit 3 /-
SECOND INSTRUCTION 8 Practice Exercise B - Unit 3 {
9  Practice Exercise A = Unit 1 .
10  Practice Exercise B — Unit 1 y *

e

T CUNIT 2 - SIZES

INITIAL INSTRUCTION
1 Larger, Smaller, Largest, Smallest
2  Shorter, Longer, Longest
3 Shorter, Taller, Shortest, Taltest

Thicker, Thinnér
.. ASSESSMENT
§  Criterion Exercise — Unit 2
-~ -SECOND INSTRUCTION

" 7 6  Practice Exercise A — Unit'2
7  -Practice Exercise B — Unit 2

UNIT § — POSITIONS

INITIAL INSTRUCTION
1 Front, Back. Middle
2 Top. Bottom, Side
3 _ Bcehind, In Front, Between
4  Beside, Next To; Around
§ ' Above, Below, Over, Under
6 Anside, Outside
7 SRight, Left - .
8  First, Last, Beginning, End
9 First, Sccond, Third, Fourth
ASSESSMENT
10 Cnterion Exercise - Unit 5
SECOND INSTRUCTION
1 Practice Eserise A — Unit$
13, Prisctice Exercise B - Unit S

UNIT 6 - PRE-MATHEMATICS
i _ INITLALINSERUCTION |
1 Equal, Unequal (Amount)
4
3 Not Fqualor Not Same

Satue, Ditterent (Sive, Shape, Color, Amount)

UNIT 4 —- SHAPES

INITIAL INSTRUCTION

1 Circle, Squarc, Triangle

2 Rectangle, Straight and Curved Lines .
ASSESSMENT h

3 Criterion Exescisc — Unit4
SECOND INSTRUCTION

4 Practice Exercise A — Unit 4

§. - Practice Exercise B — Unit 4 ’

slesson number

4 Combined.Colors and Shapes .
§  Coun.vined Colors an,d Sizes, Shapes and Sizes
6' Combincd Shapes and Positions, Sizes and Positions

ASSESSMENT /
7 Criterion Eacrcise £ Unit 6 N
- SECOND INSTRUCTJON . ) S
8  Practice Exercise A - Unit 6 : T
9 . -

Practice Excrcise B - Urit6é
UNIT 7 - PRE-READING
Py

. . B ¥

(If the childzen Iéze slrcady begun . T
10 read. the lcssons in this unit may . A}
not be’n,‘éccssary.) .2

1 First, Lust (Titme) ) :
2 Refore, Affer (Time) ce o
3 Letter, Wotd
4 Sound, Name

ASSI"SSMEFT
§  Cintetion Faercise < Unit 7

SECOND INSI'BU(TI()N ,
6 Practwe Paerene A - Ut 7 -
7 Practice Faevise B Uat 7 :

INITIAL |Ns?&umon




Outcome 1:
Outcome 2:
Outcome 3:
Qutcome 4:

BRP PROGRAM OUTCOMES CHART APPENDIX B

Words that the children learn to read .
Beginning ard ending word elements that the children learn to identify
Word-attack skills that the children learn to apply ’

Letter names, both for capital anc lower-case letters, that the
children learn to identify 'when shown the letters

Unit | No. of Weeks Oytcome Number .
25 min.| 40 min. 1 2 . 3 4
perday | perday Words . Word Elements Word Attack -~ ‘'Letter Names
1 Sam se¢e am | s m at . | s m e
1 1.5 me .. Mat a i t
Mit -Sis. meet in [|™it eet n o h
2 3 it -sit onm is . - . ..
sat © Ann this and | th. an n ’ w  d
3 3 Nan a man the . .
mad that at Sid {'ad w il f . 1 r b
4 3 we will  with fell o -
mess .
Unit| 25 min. | 40 min | Outcome 1 L2 3 - 4
- | perday | perday | ° Words * Word Elements  Word Attack Letter Names
fit Nat sun them| un r By Unit 5 and v ¢ y
5 3 us what feet . fun : . thereafter, ) ’
un - * the children
- - should be
Nell who .yes did Jell et 1 eed | abletosound
6 3 Ed let well need out and read
. she : o any one-
syllable word
net ran sad no |.ut sh composed of - p k g
7 3 fil sheet shut mud : ~ word elements :
taught pre-
sand selt  shell fish [ en h viously in .
) hat  he then nut the program.
8.3 ~ | rat  set feel . not Specific words
fat if wet " for word-
- = . attack in-
fan .win' hand hill | b / struction are X z j
sced weed met it / listed in the q W
9 3 was o bad . him | I Activities and
men . bLe o Materials Guides.
bat  his  wish ball
- bel  but  has  said . - y
10 3 ant  Ben "-bus  had, | . ; y
bed . bee  Bilt™  hid

" prewemver ¢ o

-
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R = NUMBER Ecwz.hza_ﬂmm COMPONENT NR = NUMBER NOT RETURNING THE COMPONENT ,

STATE MICHIGAN ,
DISTRICT  SCH DIST OF THE CITY QUALITY ASSURANCE DATA ! )
" DISTRICT REPORT ' " ;
S . " APPENDIX C
= s&z& ow ALL SCHOOLS e ,
" ENTRY SURVEY, MEASURE , ©©ICP UNIT PACING AND zsﬂommznn ‘ 'ICP COMPLETE MEASURE ,
- . 0-4 5-10 -11-16 17-22 UNIT1 UNIT 2 "'UNIT 3 ~UNIT 4 ' UNITS UNIT6 UNIT7  0-6 ‘714 1522 23-30
NUMBER; OF PUPILS 0 14 158 62 171 11 171 171 171 171 170 o - 0 - 7 223,
MEAN SCORE 15.1 11.7 ‘11.4 11.4 11.7 10.7 . 10.7 11.3 * 28.0
DATE .  EARLIEST SE27 0C 6 0c20 0C26 N17 DE 1 DE12 DE18
COMPLETED LATEST : oc 6 oci3 ' 0C26 N0O3. DEL DEIO: JA9 FE22
DURATION M. NIMUM , o1 1 0 " 3 1. o MIN PACE- 7 UNITS 10 WEEKS
IN WEEKS MAYIMUM . - 2 2 -5 3 3 MAX PACE 7 UNITS 15 WEEKS s
- |BRP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENCY. . * . BRP END-OP-YEAR MEASURE .
UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT SIGHT WORDS WORD ELEMENTS  LETTER NAMES SENTENCES
i1 2 3 4 s 6 71 .8 9 10 0~8 9-13 14-18 0-3 46 7-9 0-2 3-4 5-6 0-4 5-7 8&-10
_ " PUPILS 10 58 149 2 24 161 0 4 213 . 26 . 54 137
MEAN SCORE | DATA NOT wmomﬁmu - 14.7 8.0 5.7 . 72:8
EARLY DATE ) '
LATE DATE . -
DURATION MIN
IN WEEKS MAX .
. SUMMARY OF DISTRICT PARTICIPATION:
* PROGRAM USE * RET"RN OF QA DATA
. * *, :
NUMBER * *  ENTRY ICP UNIT ° ICP © BRP czﬂ. BRP SCHOOL
| OF  *ICP BRP * SURVEY . -REPORT = ASSESSMENT  REPORT  ASSESSMENT INFORMATION SHEET
SCHOOL NAME CLASSES *ONLY ONLY- BOTH * R MR R MR R MR R MR R MR R NR
* *x, . '
BINGHAM FARMS 1 '« o 0 1 % 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 10 1 0 O
.BLOOMFIELD VILLAGE 1 .* 0 0 1 * 1 0 0o 1 1. 0 o 1. 1 0 1 0 |
‘EVERGREEN 1 * 0 o 1 *° 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 .1 0 1 0
FRANKLIN 1 * 0 0 1 = 1 0 1 0 1 0 0o 1 1. 0 1 o
PEMBROKE 1 %= 0 0 1 * 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 -
QUARTON 1 % 0 o, 1 * 1.0 o 1 1 o0 o 1 1 o0 1 ] . Y
TORRY 1 * 0 0 1 * 10 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 ' o
WALNUT .1 *x 0 o 1 * 1 0 1 0 1 0 o 1 1 0 1 o
| i
ALL SCHOOLS 8 % 0 0o 8 * 8 0 6 2 8 0 o 8 8 0 8 0

IC

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

L




o , oot Co Cn B o e DT o LTS R N
. STATE - Eona?z , | - Gq?qu nggunz ;8_5. uzmgﬂoz R e Coanssl) D e
, deEnH SCE DIST OF THE nHHN ’ . . . QUALITY ASSURANCE DATA , . o ‘ , o

Smawaoe REPORT . ' ] - S W , m ,
- SCHOOL D - L
' - o, o ) ' . ) , ) . v ,Z,
ENTRY SURVEY-MEASURE . ‘ ICP UNIT ?nwa AND. mnomaoﬁzﬁ : . ICP COMPLETION MEASURE " b 2
, © 0-4 5-10 11-16 17-22 ° UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3. UNIT 4 UNIT 5, UNIT 6 UNIT 7, 0-6  7-14  15-22 ' 23-30 B
NUMBER OF PUPILS o 1 23 8 32 | 32 | 32 32, "3 32 ' 32 o 0 - 4 < 44 3
' . MEAN SCORE .+ 15.3 > 11.6  11.6 - 11.6 . 11.7 10.6. © 10.6  11.5 204 T - v B
. DATE EARLIEST ° . . SE29 ©0Cl0 - 0C23 NO 3 No22 DE6  DEIS . JA 3 .
COMPLETED LATEST - _ _SE29 010 0C23..»NO 3  NO22° DE6  DEL5S - , JA 3 )
DURATION MINIMUM : \.. ~ A 2 .2 '3 T2 1 MIN PACE 7 UNITS 12 WEEKS . ; ,
IN WEERS MAXIMUM . s 2 T2 3 2 1 . MAX PACE 7 UNITS 12 WEEKS |
. BRP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENCY. . , . . . BRP mz?omkg MEASURE =~ ~ S
UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT _SIGHT WORDS . WORD ELEMENTS . LETTER NAMES SENTENCES : - -
. R 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 97710 ‘0-8 9-13 14-18 0-3 4=6 ,7-9 0<2 3~4 5-6 0-4. 5-7. 8-10 :
. PUPILS ) , . -~ 0 7 23 ° o 2 28 0o 1 29 2 7 a
MEAN SCORE DATA NOT RECEIVED . : 15.8 . ‘8.6 : 5.7 . 8.1
EARLY DATE . S , ' : . :
LATE DATE . ' Lt . . ! . \ - .o
DURATION  MIN : . o E ) ) oo © . W
IN WEEKS MAX - - _ Co
- -SCHOOL F . ,
ENTRY SURVEY MEASURE. . ICP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENCY , " ICP COMPLETION MZASURE : AR
0-4 5-10.11-16 17-22 UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT 4 UNIT 5 UNIT 6 "UNIT 7 0-6 7-14 15-22 23-30 oo
NUMBER OF PUPILS o 2 17, 10 28 28 . 28 28 28 28, 28 o \o\\o\\ 28 :
MEAN SCORE 15.5 1.7 1.1 . 1.4 1.7 10.8 10.7 1Ll . 28.3 , . .
DATE EARLIEST SE27 -0C6 0C23 0C30 No17 DE1- DE12 JA 4 2]
COMPLETED LATEST - SE27 0C 6  0C23 0C30 NO17 . DE DE12 - JA L i .
DURATION MINIMUM . ) 1 2 . 1 3 2 2 MIN PACE 7 UNITS‘ 11 WEEKS , ,
- IN WEEKS MAXIMUM - 1 2 1 3 2 2 MAX PACE 7 UNITS 11 WEEKS : |
, . J - - 3 .
BRP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENCY : ;
UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT SIGHT WORDS SENTENCES ‘
: .- 1 2 3 & 5 a 7 8 9 10 0-8 9-13 14-18 . 0=&4 5-7 8-10 ,
. PUPILS - . 0o .0 2N 1 2 28
MEAN SCORE DATA NOT RECEIVED : T 17.4 9.1
EARLY DATE : -
' LATE [DATE o
DURATION MIN

IN VEEKS HAX . \\\ll/ E e
| » . ‘ .
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STATE

HIGHIGAN S 1
DISTRICT -

SCH DIST OF THE CITY

SN..U nnzumwnﬁa PHOGRAM INSTALLATION -
" QUALITY . ASSURANCE DATA' °
DISTRICT wmmowa ..

"

ENTRY SURVEY MEASURE ,

i 0=4 5-10 11-16 17-22 UNIT 1  UNIZ
~MBER OF. PUPILS 0- 4 20 6 . 30 30
MEAN SCORE 13.9 11.5
DATE  EARLIEST ' SE29
COMPLETED LATEST . ’ SE29
DURATION MINIMUM 2
IN WEEKS MAXIMUM 2

.BRP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENCY
UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT
1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 9 10
PUPILS . ‘ .
MEAN SCORE

DATA NOT RECEIVED
EARLY DATE .

-LATE DATE-.

DURATION MIN
IN WEEKS MAX

11.0°
0C10
0C10.

~—~~~SCHOOL B~ , - S - s m
ICP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENCY ? ICP COMPLETION "MEASURE
UNIT 3 UNIT 4. UNIT 5 ' UNIT 6 UNIT 7" 0-6 7-14 15-22; 23-30
30 30, W 30 30 0 0 . pw 27
11.0 11.7 10.3" 10.3 11.2° 28.0 4
0C20 " oc27 NO21 DE12 . DE15 JAll , i
0c20, "™ oc27 NO21 ‘DE12 DELS JAal T
1 1 4 '3 0 MIN PACE 7 UNITS{12 WEEKS

11 L 4 3 0 Exm».nuqﬁsmwsg

<

- 2 BRP_ENG-OF-YEAR MEASURE
WORD. EL ~LETTER NAMES

SIGHT WORDS ,
0-3 4-61 7.9 0-2 3-4 5-6

" Q-8 9-13 14-18

o, 5 21 0 -1 25 0 0 26
16.0 8.4 5.6

.

SCHOOL A~ £

B * ENTRY SURVEY MEASURE
. 0-4 5-10 11-16 17-22
NUMBER OF PUPILS 0 - 4 16 1 18 18
MEAN SCORE- . Huou 11.8 . 11.4
DATE . EARLIEST , SE27  0C6
COMPLETED LATEST SE27 oc 6
DURATION MINIMUM . , 1
IN .ﬂmm_.mm MAXIMUM N 1

4 BRP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENCY
/\/. UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT
1 2 3 & S5 6 1 8 9 10

DATA NOT RECEIVED

PUPILS

MEAN SCORE -
EARLY DATE
LATE DATE

DURATION MIN

IN WEEKS MAX

ICP UNIT PACING AND mﬁoﬂ”mﬂ
UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT & QZHH GZHH 6 UNIT 7 0-6

0c20
" 0C20
2 .

ICP COMPLETION MEASURE
7-14 15-22  23-30
18 18 17 0 0 1 16
11.0 ., 11.1 o a o S p, 10.7 27,1
0C26 * NO27 °"DE18 ° JA 9 JA19
0C26 NO27 DELS JA 9 JA19
1 5 3 3 MIN PACE 7 UNITS 15 WEEKS
2 1 5 3 3 MAX PACE 7 UNITS 15 WEEKS

" ~r ., ™BRP END-OF-YEAR MEASURE ‘
SIGHT WORDS#”" * WORD ELEMENTS LETTER NAMES SENTENCES
‘" Qu8 9-13 14=18.. 0=3 &~6 7-9 0-2 3-4 5-6 0-4 5-7 &-10
L1 11 0. 2y 11,0 0 13 & 6 3
- ﬁ“oo sy NQN v ' UON 6.0.

E 1

vy

IC

A FuiToxt Provided by ERiC:
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STATE MICHIGAN - |

1972-73 KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM INST ALLATION -
DISTRICT SCH DIST OF THE CITY
m

W, i . , QUALITY ASSURANCE DATA

R

.
u

1 2 3 &4 s 6 1 8-.9 10, 0-89-1314-18 ;0-3 4-6 7-9 '0-2 3-4 5-6
. ot 3 9 23 - 2 4 29 0 1 34
_* DATA NOT RECEIVED -

PUPILS
MEAN SCORE

< ¥ L 13.8 7.3 : 5.7
" EARLY DATE . : i~ .

LATE DATE . ' - T
DURATION MIN A , e , .
IN WEEKS MAX o ™

e P

0% 5-7 8-10

5 2
Oo,m

|

. i

,,

e

. , L .. . ' DISTRICT REPORT , A
A ~SCHOOL ~E-srimmmrmmm et e LA
INTRY SURVEY MEASURE - - ICP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENCY '' ' | - ICP COMPLETION MEASURE
, 04 $-10 11-16 17-22 UNIT 1 UNIT 2% UNIT-3° UNIT 4 UNIT:S UNIT 6 UNIT 7 . 0-6 7-14 |15-22  23-30
NUMBER OF PUPILS o 1 22 1 33 33 33 .. 33 . 33 33 33 . o0 .0 ! 0 32
MEAN SCORE 15.4 12.0 1.6 114 11.6  10.6 11.1  11.5 29.4 i
- DATE EARLIEST ‘ sg30 O0C7 ., 0C20 0OC27 NO26 DE6  DEL4 FE22
COMPLETED LATEST _ SE30 0C7 '~ 0C20 0c2? NO24 DE6  DEL4 FE22 L
_ DURATION. MINIMUM . 1 ' 1 T4 2 1 MIN PACE .7 UNITS 11 WEEKS
IN WEEKS MAXIMUM -~ : 1 2 1 -4 2. 1 MAX PACE 7 UNITS 11 WEEKS
BRP UNIT PACING AND PROFLCIENCEY : . BRP. END-OF-YEAR MEASURE :
UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT " SIGHT WORDS WORD ELEMENTS LETTER NAMES . SEN'ENCES
.1 2 3 4 s 6 1 8 9 10 0-8 9-13 14=18 0-3 4=6 7-9 0-2 34 5-6 0-4 5-7 8-10
PUPILS ' : . , 4 26 0 o o 0 o 2 28 "0 {5 25
" MEAN SCORE DATA NOT RECEIVED ° . 8.8 0 5.7 9.0
EARLY DATE ) oo ,
LATE DATE
DURATION MIN
IN WEEKS MAX \
SCHOOL C : - - . :
ENTRY SURVEY MEASURE . ICP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENG . ICP COMPLETION MEASURE
0-4 5-10 11-16 17-22 -UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT'4 UNIT 5 UNIT 6 UNIT 7 0-6 7-14 15-22 123-30 :
NUMBER OF PUPILS ., .0 .0 27 . 6 . t L : ‘ 0 0 1 34 i
" MEAN SCORE™ * ) 15.1 - »**  DATA NOT RECEIVED 27.8 |
DATE EARLIEST : o DE1S ]
COMPLETED LATEST T i DE18
DURATION MINIMUM . . C
. IN WEEKS MAXIMUM - A WW
N 4 |
BRP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENCY ) BRP END-OF-YEAR MEASURE o
. UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT-UNIT UNIT UNIT SIGHT WORDS WORD ELEMENTS  LETTER NAMES SENTENCES

B R




,,,
e —— ﬂfvv_
SHONHE

[
T —

e

: 0-4 5-10 11-16 17-22
Zcxmmwommcmnﬁm o,,o Hm w

-MEAN SCORE 15.7 -
DATE * EARLIEST

COMPLETED LATEST
DURATION MINIMUM
"IN WEEKS MAXIMUM

BRP, g.ﬂ .PACING AND M”OMHOH%
UNIT UNIT GZH.H UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT GZH.H UNIT
] 1 2 3. 4 5 6.7 & 95 10

PUPILS .
MEAN SCORE
EARLY DATE -
LATE DATE
DURATION MIN
IN WEEKS MAX

'DATA KOT RECEIVED
Lo .

UNIT 1 UNIT 2 cZH.u 3

2

LN A
' :,,i ,‘ "

10
13.3

LA
_.,, " ‘f o

, STATE * . a \ ’ kuntqw ﬂgnwsagggmgﬂﬁoz o
- DISTRICT SCH onm.u OF ﬂmﬂ nnﬂn s emm— oo Daa.a gmgnm DATA d '

- SIGHT WORDS
0-8 9-13 14-18

13

'WORD ELEMENTS

0

BRP mz?owo&g MEASURE

LETTER NAMES

0=3 46 7-9 0-2 3-4 5-6

.0 16 10 0 0 25
, 6.2 5.8
|

1

. h ?fif/ ‘DISTRICT, wmmoﬁ. - ’ -
‘u« - ' ) hﬂufé S . '
o e e : e m98r H s ,! - e . ,
%" ENTRY SURVEY MEASURE ICP UNIT m»ﬁzo AND mwoﬂaumzn«ﬂflﬁdf ICP coﬁrnﬂoz MEASURE
 O=4 5-10 11-16 17-22  UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT 4 s.an S UNIT 6 UNIT 7-"-.0+6 7-14 15-22 2330 .
NUMBER OF PUPILS. 0 2 17 pu - 30 - 30 230 3 30 -3 30 0T /fo Y0 16
;. MEAN SCORE ! ; 15.8 11.9 . 11:6 1.8 12.0 - 11.3 .c.p.t.w . 1274
'‘* DATE EARLIEST , . 0C.6 0C13 0C26 ©0C23. DRl DE 7 ' DEL4 . IDEI8 TTw .
COMPLETED LATEST ' ‘ . . 0C6 '0C13 0C2  0C29 DE1 'DE7 “DEM - |pE18
DURATION MINIMUM . 1 Y] .5 1 1 . — MIN PACR| 7. UNITS 10 WEEKS
IN WEEKS MAXIMUM , 1., .2 5 1 ) x»xm»ﬁ#qczﬂmpozumﬁ‘ '
' BRP UNIT PACING AND PROFICIENCY A ° - ; BRP END-OF-YEAR MEASURE: ,w
UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT ES UNIT ' SIGHT, WORDS, WORD ELEMENTS  LETTER NAMES | mmzeﬁnﬁ
. 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 8 9 .10 0-8 9-13 14-18 0-3 4-6.. 7-9 0-2 3-4 5-6 5-7 ?po
PUPILS : 0 27 0o o 272 0 0 27 , 0 27
** MEAN SCORE DATA %u,ﬁcﬁﬁc 17.8 .8.9 . 5.9 | 9.9 -
EARLY DATE . . . )
-,/w.»nm DATE ,v .
. DURATION MIN
IN WEEKS MAX * r |
- SCHOOL : -} <
ENTRY SURVEY MFASURE * ICP UNIT_PACING AND PROFICIENCY

) * ICP nokwn.gmz MEASURE
GZH.H 4 dZH.u u UNIT m czn.u 7 0-6 7-14

DATA NOT RECEIVED

i5-22 23-30

o i o0 26

27.9
JA 4
JA 4

0-4 5-7 8-10
W .7 &
- 3.8

22




= . . . KAPPENDIX . .-

st

SWRL KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM
- * © - PARENT" OPINIONNAIRE

School 8 ‘Schools ---149 returns

!

To help evaluate the SWRL Kindergarten Program used on a limited basis in Birmingham

this last year, we are requesting that teachers, parents and administrators react to
several questions. Your assistance is appreciated. Check all appropriate items. S
Please return the form to school within two days. B ’

8

. ’l. My child has enjoyed participation in the SWRL Program

5.2 17.4% 6.0% a 7% .
~ 1112 very much 26__much 9 some 1 1 very little __1 'not at all’
12, Did you- receive printed literature expla:.ning the SWRL Program" .o ;
'96.6% 3.4% . s
144 __yes '’ 5no,  Comment on its adequacy. adequate, excellent, 1nformat:we, ,

g gx, too difficult, g ood, not as e:_/cgected

3. Dbid. you participate in a parent orientation program’ at school? -
= _61.7% - 38.3% A . L -
22 _yes’ . ~57_ro. _ o L S R

4

4T To the extent that I am able to judge, the objectives related to teaching con-
cepts of color, size, etc., were accomplished.
90.3% . 8.7%

A3l 131 very well 14 moderately well ==poorly -

.

5. To the extent that I am able to judge, the objectives related to teaching - .
beginning reading were/are being accomplished ) o . &
78.3% . 20,37% 1.47. S ’ - - ’

_ 108 108 _very well’ 28_ moderately well - poorly . = . B
" 6. The SWRL Program has had the folloving effect on my child
81.9% ) - 2,7% 10.7% ]
'122__stimulated ‘and challenged 4 unduly_p_ressured -—16—both .
- 7. neither r_,,i._._._——-———v”"""”“
e ,Compared to other” Kindergartenvl?rogrms 1 an_nfamiliar with, the SWRL Program is
© 85.6% 0.6 L | N i R :
na__superior 14 a‘bout the same 5 _inferior : B

8. Having participated in the Parent Assistance Program (PAL) my reaction to its
" effectiveness is - N

51.5% - 29.8% . 15.7% ‘ 3400 i

-
4

69, _very favorable 40 favorable 21 mixed emotions - Xy unfavorable .

9, The,part(s) of the SWRL Program my child liked most was:

Reading and Books, Games, Numbers, Tests, Worksheets, Merit badge, All, Puzzles,

s;g;'j,gg and characters, pictures, humor

3

2023 -




\\ APPENDIX E

Y

SWRL KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM

. = P -
TEACHER-OPxNIONNAIRE ) //

A

MARCH 1973 School ' . TALLY

To help evaluate the SWRL Kindergarten Program used on a limited basis in Birmingham
this last year, we are reqqesting«that‘teachers, parents_and administrators react to
-several questions, Your assistange is appreciated. Check all appropriate areas and
/ return- to -the Director of Curriculum within 2 days. ’

1. My participation in the SWRL Program was:

A, ~-~ICP-

2 very s\atisfying . _6 satisfying SO SO J “Unsatisfying
B. ---BRP ‘ . : \ . e
4 very satisfying __3 sq;isfy?ﬁg 1__so so. unsatisfying -
©.2. ", The children enjoyed participating in the SWRL Program.
A, =---Instructional concepts: _5__very much 4 _some not at al E
- . L -~ ¢ - i - . % - 7 < 7" 3"'
-+~ B, ==-Reading: 7 __very much 2 some not at all 1
) , s . ' [
3. ° The time required to adequately teach the Instructional Concepts Progrum was:
o T - . _&4 just right _4 __excessive \ . \ :
~é - 4, The time required to adequately teach the Reading Program was: . ST e
5. just right 2 excessive . - : CeL, T
_ - . —_'_ . B . N _ }_ﬂ__‘__'_______,__.d
5.  In what_ways.was—the-Program good for your- children? o o
A.. | . 1
:
B." -

&~

6., ‘What approximate percent of parents péacted to the program?

" 48,5 gnthusfastically 29 ¥ positively 12.3 indifferently: 9.5_ncgative ly
-7. In terms of readiﬁéss for the neZt ‘schqql. year, SWRL' children compar.ed with - :7

non=-SWRL children (this year 0}:/ other years)

14

“ 4 better prepared /4 about the same __less well prepared- -

8. ‘Objectives of the Instruétipﬁal Concepts Program were accomplished -

7 _very well 1 mederately well .. poorly i
LT 9., Objectives of the Begi}ining Reading Program were ancomplished :
,,,,, R . b; ", , te FE

/
’

6___very well 3 «quérétely well | poorly

. .-
- . - / ST .
. .- - / - R
" - c- - - - - ~ -
r - .- - 4 . . - . o
RO e roiasa oy e f - B - - - - . -
~ o - - - =TT ot M . - R N . .- s ‘- -
- — - - - L - o - T R




Record keeping was: ~

. — __no problem 7__time c'onfuming but ‘necessary

« 7o
1__.unnccessarily time consuming

The SWRL Prografn in terms of my 1973 Kindergarten Phil{)sophy is

-

7 acceptable © “2 . in conflict (explain)
i
'The PAL Program ylLé S S T - o

7 heipful_ 1  unnecessary 2 not used : ;problem"(explain)\

The Tutor Program was 7 ‘ . '\\L 7 N )
_4  helpful _~_unniecessary . 3 nét‘uséd S a prob'lem (explain) A
- \ ,
pistqict In-Service ?reparat:idn for part:ic'ipat:ion in the ppogfam was : \\
B —2__very adequate _;_S;_adequai:e! } __1_____inadequate7' - 7 N 7\"} B
Would YQ'“ want to ;;afi:_ieip,é\t:e in the SWRL I’rorgram next year?
o 7 Yes "1 no \\‘- o\ Lo
Iirfeelﬂ thb program should be: b ‘ ; B e #4 .;7@_*__;
___Q_cont:inued . ,76—4expaﬁdéc'lﬁ *_:_:_eilix{’linated ‘ . o
’ Criticisms of the program‘ \ ’ '
A, ’lecord Keeping is a problem"‘ : .
A g Holding to a ‘tim,e schedule . . ‘ T
Suggestions for improving t:he t:eaching of the program., ‘
Iatroduce Vowels " screen out children not "ready" Re-evaluate time gghédu‘leé
. L Grouping children may help v - -
Additional Comments: ' ’,‘/ . .
ICP is not:'neceua;ry f:::: éoﬁi/chi]fdren _
| . ad®S5
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SWRL . KINDERGARTEN PRQGRAM
o ADMINIé:rRATOR OPINIONNAIRE S
: 4 : | March, 1973 School__, _ ZHLLY [ .
. . .

@ . ' ) s -

e “To help evaluat:e the SWRL Kindergart:en Program used on a 1imit:ed basis in Birmingham
this last year, we are requesting that teachers, parents and administrators_react to
several questions, Your assistance is appreciated. Check all appropriate areas
Please retukto the office of Direct:or of Curriculum wit:hin 2 days.

T
-
]

1. - The SWRL Program has had the following effect on the children in my building.

- stimulated ‘and challenged 1 unduly pressured : oL :“
1 no not:iceable differeuce from previous program E .A o ST
,22. Children have seemed to enjoy participat:ing in the Program. 4 Lo

2

Ig«‘

1__7?____veryrmuch -5 __much _1 some ______ very little ) __;_;_;not 7at:f"a11f, -

3. In my estimation the‘objectives of rhe Instructi.onal Concepts _have then—i g L

7 5 ver’)"well o 1 moderat:ely well __'___p'oorlv e o

4. - In -my opinion the object:ives of t:he BRP are ‘or have ‘been accomplished..
A __§____ very vell _____2___x oderately well ___poorly

{ 5. : Compared to other Kindergarten Programs the SWRL Program is -

o | A - T J/

5. superior I about sae 1- 4ﬂfcnion. ',;_ —— . CI

-

6. We orient:ed parent:s to the program by

\ .__providing 1it:erat:)rr/e "6 cor)duct:ing an orient:at:ion program at school e
. . _—others | ) 7 A
. (comment: on parent recept:ion of t:his orientation

5 /

&4

"

f 7. ,Wit:h regard’t:o the SWRL Program, parents,hav3 been ‘7 -

7 suoportive> ) indifferent- . negative

- 8, My involvement: in record keeping was

B ,'«,\71»,

6 no problem 1 _time consumi.ng but necessary excessively t:imé consum.ing :;f

wﬂ;,. - Sl T

9. 'Ihe reaction of the kindergarten teacher involved in- t:he program has becn

o -7 posit;ive . .indifferent: : negative - R 7 7::’;44:—5’;‘};,.7_1
e e e 26 . .-

a , N % S R
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.ot

e

o

14, At my school; if given the opportunity next year, I would like to involve

.

)g‘

6 _acceptable

R

17‘ 11. I feel the program should be

5 coq;;ﬁued _4__expanded
R
‘Aggfg~ThefPKidf;Bgram was

6 helpful

unnecessary

3.
e

kY

- eliminated

1 not used

1 ip conflict (explaih).

- ’ I
- * 10, The SWRL Program assessed in texms of my Kindergartén Philosophy is

_____a problem (explain)

13, The Tutor Program was
3  helpful unnecessary
—EP — /.
/

%

not used

a problem (explain)

s

/

s

7 __all kindergarten classes

1 class

no class’

15. Criticiom of Program

16. Suggestions for improving the operation of the program Re-evaluate pacing schedule;

not "rendf{

Include all children in pgggraﬁ but fit it £o their needs; Screen children cut

17. Additional comments:

2

.-2-

A




APPEND IX

SUBTEST RESULTS OF PACER READING TEST

, Table 3 ’
SWRL Evaluation for Goetz By laBay (1974)

Data Format (Il,-F3.0,6F2.0) - SIGHT VOCABULARY

ANALYSI% OF COVARIALCE: Problem Mo. 1 Covariate Variable 1 Criterion Variable 2

v

Sources  DF ssX 'SP © . ssY ADJ DF ADJ SSY  ADJ MSY

P . " > - - . .
Between 1. '268.000 . 18.875 1.332 T1. - 1.563 1.563"

e

Within 70. 6783.000 -49.938 132,613 " 69. 132.246 . 1.917

i
i

Pralysis of Variance (Covariate) F = 2.766 DF =1, 70 - Omeaaisi;;;ed =0.9235
Analysis of Variance (Critarion) F 0.703 DF =1, 70 Onega Squared = 0.962
Analysis ol Covariance(Cricerion) F 0.815 1, 69 Omega Squared = 0.909
Correlation of Cov. & Crit, Var, = -0.032 = ~(.007 -

Table 4 )
SWRL Evaluation for Goetz By LaBay (1974)

Data Format (11, F3.0, 6F2.0) -~ INITIAL CONSONANT éUBSTITUTION ]
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE. Problém No. 2 Covariate Variable 1 Criterion Variable 3 . =

I

_Sources DF SSX . © sP SSY ADJ DF ADJ-35Y  ADJ MSY -

.

Between 1. 268.000  4.875 0.090 1. 0.122 0.1
- | _ o
Within 70. 6783.000 =—22.625 59.410 69. 59.335  0.860

Total 71. 7051.000 ~17.750 59.500 70. 59.455

Analysis of Variance (Covariate) F T = 1, 70 Orega Squared = 0.935 5

Analysis of Variaace (Criterion) T L, 70 Om2ea Squared 0.970
Analysis of Covariance (Criterion) ¥ ny nr =1, 69 Uregqa Squared = 0.969
Correlation of Cov. & Crit. Var. = =0.027 Qlope = =0,0603 .

A

1
B4

glnln
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' " Table 5 ] :
SWRL Evaluation for Goetz By LaBay (1974)

Data Format (Il, F3.0, 6F2.01) — INFLECTED ENDINGS
ANALYSIS OF COVARIAXCE. Prob No. 3 Covariate Variable'l Criterioﬂ Variable &4

" Sources DF SSX - SSY _ ADJ DF ADJ SSY  ADJ MSY
Between . L. 268.000  -6.375 0.152 1. © 0.315 0.315
Within 70. 6783.000  75.563 179.629 . 69. 178.787 2.591
Total 7L 7051.000  69.188 . 179.781° 70. 179.103 '

, 70 Omega Squared = 0.935

Analysis of Variance (Covariate) F 1 =
1, 70 Omeza Squared = 0.971
0

Analysis of Variance (Criterion) ¥ 0.059 DY
Analvsis of .Covariance (Criterien)s = 0.122 B¥ = 1
Correlation of Cov. & Crit. Var. = 0.061 Slope =

2.766 LF =
v o=

59 Omepga Squared 0.970

: - Table 6 ‘ ' o
SWRL Evaluation For Goetz By LaBay (1974)

Tata Format (Il, F3.0, 6F2.0) = COMPOUND WORDS -
ANALYSIS OF COVARIAXNCE. Problem No. 4 Covariate Variable 1 Criterion Variable 5

Sources  DF sSX " sp ssY ADJ DF ADJ SSY  ADJ MSY

B tween - 1. 268.000 ~-28.438 3.012 1. 3.219 3.219
ﬁithin 70. 6783.000 38,813 | 332.102: 69. 3§1f879 4.810

To;al n. 7951.000 - 10.375 335.113 - 70. 335.098

Analysis of Variance (Cﬁvariate) . 2.766 PF =1, 70 bmega Squared = 0.935 )
Analysis of Variance (Criterion) 0.635 DF =1, 70 Omega Squared = 0.963 /

1, 69 Cmepa Squared = 0.962
0.006 -

r=

F =
"Analysis of Coveriance (Criterion F = 0.6569 DF
Correlation of Cov. & Cvit. Var. = 0.007 __ Slope

nju

o ST O
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' Table 7 A : . /
SWRL Evaluation for Goetz By LaBay (1974) o /
Data Format (Il, ¥3.0, 6F2.0) - COMPREHENSION .- SENTENCE COMPLETION /
Sources = DF SSX sp SSY ADJ DF.  ADJ SSY Ané MSY
Between = ' 1. 268.000 -10.563 0.414 ) i?‘ . 0.669 0j669
. i v ’ }
Within 70. 6783.000 78.813 226.906 69. 225.991 3£275
Total 71, ~ 7051,000 68,250  227.320 70, 226.660
Analvs?s o€ Variance (Covariate) F = 2.766 DF = 1, 70 Omeca Squared = 0.935 |
AnaLyst of Variance (Crit-rion) F=0.128 DF=1, 70 Omera Squared = 0.970 |
Analvsis of Covariance (Critericn) F = 0.204 DF = 1, 69 Omega Squared = 0.%vd |
Correlation cf Cov. & Crit. Var. = 0.054 Slope = 0.012 . AN l

oy

. . Table 8 // .
SWRL Evaluation for Goetz by LaBay (1974)

Data Format (Il, F3.0, 6F2.0) COMPREHENSION - MAIN IDEA, EIC. /

-

N . \ ‘Q .
Sources DF SSX Sp S8Y ADJ DF ADJ SSY ADJ MSY
. \ :

Between 1. "+ 268.000° --10.563 ) 0.548. 1. - 0.669 ; ~ 0.669
Within 70. 6f8§:009 . 78.813 216.811° 69. 225,991 ~)~ 3,275
Total 71. 7051.000 68,250 217.3590 70. 226.660 { 7
Analysis of Variance (Covariate) F = 2.766 DF =1, 70 Orega SQuared =/0.935
Analysis of Variance (Criterion) F = 0.130 DF =1, 70 Omega Saquared =/ 0,970
Analysis of Covariance (Criterien: rf = 0.210 DF =1, 69 Omeza Saquared 3 0.963

Correlation of Cov. & rlt‘ Var. = 0.067 Slone = 0.034 | ' /




QUESTIONS ASKED ABOUT THE.
SWRL KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM

~
2%
el

[

~
s

1. W=2s the SWRL Kindergarten Program developed for use with groups or with
individual children?

The instructional program was developed to be effective when
‘instruction is provided on a whole class, small group, or individual
basis. The program has been shown to produce the intended outcomes
' ) with high dependability in a variety of instructional settings. . o2

2. 1Is the Instructional Concepts Program (ICP) a reading readinesg program?

ICP was developed to help kindergarten children quickly learn
conceptual skills identified as fundamental to, academic achievement.
It is a general school readiness rather than a reading readiness
program. ICP is not a prerequisite for the Beginning Reading -
‘Progrum (BRP), which is a.complete beginning reading program for | .
the kindergarten pupil. The development of pre-reading and direction-
following skills is stressed in early sections of BRP.
, y
3. How were the concepts selected for ICP? ) - ) ‘ : -

. From an analysis of curriculum guides, a list of concepts commonly -

: - used in first-grade instruction was compiled. This list of concepts B s

- . was revised in accordance with the suggestions of experienced pri- - -
mary grade teachers and curriculum specialists, and analyses of prer~

test and posttest performance of more than 1,400 kindergarten children.

1

4, Are the_two programs, BRP and lCP, used concurrently?

ICP is not a prerequisite for BRP. However, it is suggested that
if both ICP and BRP are to be used, that one or two units of ICP
. be completed before instruction in BRP begins. The initial experi-
Ty . ence of teachers and pupils with ICP will facilitate the introduction
/ of BRP. After Unit 1 of -ICP is completed, BRP Teacher Training should
commence so that BRP can be introduced concurrently with ICP Unit 3
or sooner. Since ICP takes approximately 12 weeks tn complete, the
twe programs will run concurrently for approximately eight weeks.

51 How has program effectiveness been insured? N . .. -

Effective product development procedures typically involve field testing

. of the product under conditions similar to those in which it will ulti~

R mately be used and revision of the product based upon performance of

' pupils under those conditions. The SWRL Kindergarten Program has been
/ tried out with more than 100,000 kindergarten childrén. Each of the.

: Kindergarten Program components has undergone continuous sequential
evaluation. Beginning with early formulation activities in 1966, through
the large-scale tryouts of 1969-70 and 1970-71, the Laboratory has
continued to modify the Kindergarten Program on the basis of pupil
performance data and teacher feedback. The Kindergarten Program is
now ready~for large~-scale distribution.

A9 31
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6. How was the etfectiveness of the Kindergarten Progfam evaluated?
The Kindergarten, Program underwent the continuous formative evaluation
cytle of development, evaluation and revision. Data were collected.
through criterion-referenced tests based on prespecified program out-
comes, classroom observations by development personnel, and question-
naires and meetings with tryout teachers.- . ’

s The measurement of pupil performance was criterion referenced. .This
means that measures were employed to determine a pupil's achievement
in relation to an established performance criterion. The criterion-
referénced approach to evaluation may ‘be contrasted with norm-referenced
measures, employed to determine a pupil's status in relation to others
on the same instrument. The overdll effectiveness of BRP was thus '

. continuously evaluated in terms of the degree to which its designated

instructional outcomes were attained in a variety of settings and at
a given cost level. - -

7. What data exist on the effects of structured reading instruction on the

personality ot the kindergarten child? R :
Extensive data regarding the effects of BRP on kindergarten children "’
were collected during the five-year -tryout period'through classroom
observations and questionnaires completed by teachers and parents.
Teachers and parents reported that their children did not experience
undue pressure in the reading program, and that the children enjoyed
participating in the program more than they enjoyed most school
activities. : - '

.8. Was" the Kindergarten Program developed for use with children of a pariicular
aptitude level or socioeconomic status?

The Kindergarten Program was developed to accommodate the entire popula-
tion of ciildren who had not yet achieved the program objectives. A
wide aptitude range was considered in the development of the program,
.and the widest possible range of socioeconomic status was included in
field -testing. The program was.individualized such that students of all
abilities could function at levels appropriate to their needs.

9. How is the progreés of individﬁal pupils assessed?

The programs are organized into units to provide check points for
assessment of each child's progress. The teacher is able to verify
the skill attainment of each child by administering the Criterion
Exercise following each unit of instruction. I1f necessary, the
teacher can.prescribe certain Practice’ Exercises for pupils who have
not yet attained the unit skills.

10. Are tﬁe Critérion Exercises a form of standardized test?

. No. Criterion Exercises assess pupil learning on specific outcomes.
They are not general achievement measures and are not used to compare
pupils. .o ’

-
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What are the duration and number of units of each instructional program?

The ICP consists of seven units and is completed in approximately 58 -
days if 20 minutes per day are used for- instruction. The BRP is

. organized into ten units. Tryouts indicate that children are able
to attain the planned learning outcomes of BRP when-an average of
approx1mate1y 25 minutes per day are used. . ’

12. Does the Kindergarten Program affect a teacher's normal grouping procedures”

" The classroom can be organized in any way suitable to the teacher. .
. The program permits individualization of instrucicion based on reliable o
information concerning the progress of each child. ) - o

*

13. Does the Kindergarten Program include learning‘games?

Games suggested for use with each unit of instruction are designed to
maximize the participation of children in activities which; relate
direct1y to attainment of unit skills, . - N

14. Can any of the activities in the Kindergarten Program be performed by a
non-professional° . .

.

When learning tasks requ1re considerable practice (as they do in ‘learning

to read), non-professionals can help maintain and strengthen learning. .
The assistance of -aides, “parents, and other students can be a powerful TS
tool in maximizing learning outcomes and individualizing instruction. B -

15. Must the suggested instructional schedule be followed?. ‘ o .

/- It is recommended that the suggested instructional scheduling be followed’
’ in order io complete the program during the school year and to maximize
skill attainment. Time allocations should be adjusted by the teacher to
* adapt to the abilities of the children in a-given class.

16. Were the Instructional Support Systems developed for use with all pupils or
Just for those requiring additional help?

The Tutorial Program supplements regular classroom instruction in BRP by o
providing individualized practice for those pupils requiring additional: -
help to attain program outcomes. The Parent Assisted Learning Program
supplements regular classroom BRP instruction for the entire class by
utilizing the structured assistance of each child's parents. The Summer
Reading Program is a parent-managed program used following the kinder-
garten year. The program was developed to maintain the reading skills
acquired in kindergarten.

- -

17. What data exist on the effectiveness of the support programs (PAL, Tutorial
_and’ Summer Reading), in supplementing the reading instruction presented by
. _the teacher?

.-

. Tryouts of each program revealed that its use in combination with BRP
resulted ingincreased pupil achievement over use of BRP alone. :

- 30 g3
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18. How structured is each of the Support Programs? Are there specific procedures
for the tutor or parent to follow in responding to the pupil’'s answers?

.. The specfgzly preparé& materials used by tutorsiand parents provide
pupils with individualized practice on program outcomes. Tutors and
~ parents are trained in SP cific support skills such as how to respond
to. incorrect answers and how to conduct instructional practice sessions.

19. Arc the Practice Exercises in the Tutorial Program différent from the Practice
Exercises in BRP? ’

-

No, the same Practice Exercises are used in both progréﬁs. These exercises,
assigned on the basis of each child's Criterion Exercise performance, are
designed to provide additional individual practice on specific unit skills.

20. Does the Summer Reading Program material include the same scoryb°95§,éééa_4
practice exercises used in the BRP? R

1
®

Parents using the Summer Reading Program receive ten weekly kits of-
specially prepared materials. "Each kit contains practice exercises,
a storybook, a record sheet, and an animal poster. :

~ll.4 What is included in the Kindergarten Program Quality Assurance sttem?‘

The Quality Assurance System includes assessment materials and procedures
) developed to provide .en route information on each aspect of the instruc=
. tional and instructional support programs to insure that the prespecified
_ performance criteria have been attained. ' t

22, What kind of training/isfp?ovided for the Kindergarten Program?

School district personnel are trained in progra.: use prior to their -
participation in the Kindergarten Program. The Laboratory has developed
systematic training- programs for each of the instructional and support
systems. Each training system includes: 1) a program for training

district appointed trainers who in fturn assume responsibility for train-
ing teachers, and 2) a program for training teachers. )

The training system is organized to require approximately 1% hours ‘per
program. : .

23, Can initial orders be placed for individual components of ICP and/or BRP,
‘e.g., Lor storybooks only?

The integrity of instruction is protected by restricing initial orders
to complete instructional systems: ICP and/or BRP.

24, Aré the support systems available for purchase independent of the BRP?

Availability of the support systems is contingent upon purchase: of the .
RRP. The support systems.were developed and structured to supplement
BRP, and assume initial BRP instruction by the classroom teacher.

25. How were publi%hers notified of the in-ended private sector distributiog of
the Kindergarten Program? - :

All eligible publishers received the February 15, 1971, Request for
Proposal and all had an equal opportunity to respond to the BRP for
publication and marketing of the program. .

v




